Mr Len Murray (General Secretary, Trades Union Congress, Congress House, Great Russell Street, London WCJB3LS) Conflict: Its Causes and Resolution Strife, conflict, call it what you like, is endemic and indeed contingent in industrial relations and in the industrial situation. A strike is an exceptional situation. Underlying tension and conflict are bound to exist in industry, first, because of the underlying tensions arising from pressures of interest between different groups of people associated with industry and, second, because of the nature of change itself: whenever there is movement there is bound to be friction. If you can envisage a totally nondynamic society, a totally neutral society, a totally passive society in which you have eliminated friction altogether, then by definition it would be a society in which no change took place and there was no possibility of movement. We must accept the fact of conflict in industry and look for ways of ensuring that that conflict does not express itself in destructive forms.
Clashes ofInterest
Clashes of interest are the first main cause of tension and conflict. Such clashes may occur between the owners of industry and the work people, between different groups of workers within an industry, or between management and workers.
(1) Owners and workers: There is in my view not just one side of industry, the owners and employees pulling together, not rocking the boat, singing the Eton boating song and so on. There are two sides. One set of people own the plant and another set sell their labour for the purpose of carrying out industrial production or providing a service. An argument about the division of the proceeds is inevitable. This will not happen all the time and in every situation. Obviously the two sides are in many respects cooperating to increase production or improve the value of the service. But there comes a time when you stop cooperating to improve things and you start arguing about who is going to get what, how you divide up the proceeds.
(2) Conflicts between different groups of workers in industry are often reflected in inter-union disputes. One of the main sources of argument within industry is about differentials and relativities. This, too, is inevitable because people in different occupational groups do not necessarily have the same interests all the time. They do not have a single homogeneous view about what should be happening inside the industry. Apart from the inherent selfishness of human nature, the fact of the unions themselves and the differences between unions, because different unions have been created for different groups of workers, means that there will be tension between the tool room and the shop floor, between the shop floor and the stores, between the stores and the office, and so on. This is a reflection of a social state of affairs, a reflection of the fact that not everyone has the same interest all the time.
(3) Managers and Workers: There are obvious distinctions between the roles and interests of managers and of work people. Managers are neither completely identified with the owners of the industry on the one hand nor with the workers of the industry on the other. They have a third interest, perhaps in terms of maintaining and extending the plant and improving the technology, and wish neither to see all the profits going to the shareholders as dividends nor all to the workers as wages. These are facts of life. If we attempt to obscure them, to deny their existence, our analysis will be wrong.
Effects ofChange
Change is the second main cause of conflict. Technological change is a fact of life and the rate of technological change is increasing. This leads to problems not only in terms of the process of change itself but also to the situation that the growing wealth, the increasing availability of goods and services for consumption, themselves make possible wider choices on the part of workers -the choice whether or not to go to work, to buy a motor car, to spend a holiday in Majorca. Life gets very much more complex. Simply because the range of choice is wider, the extent to which people can give expression to their individual preferences is growing all the time and will continue to grow.
Another consequence of technological change is the change in the size of the work unit; this is related to changes in technology but is not confined to industries where technological improvement has been fastestone sees this development everywhere. Examples include the Greater London Council and the growth of the large government and local government units. One sees it in the increasing size of the industries that are nationalized; nationalization in a sense is only a massive take-over bid or merger operation. One sees it in private industry and even inside unions. This growth in the size of the unit leads to insecurity on the part of the work people, to alienation, and most conspicuously to attempts by workers within these organizations to create for themselves new forms of security through trade unions. This is why local government clerks, clerical, technical supervisory workers in industry, in the services, in insurance, in banks and so on are joining trade unions in large numbers, finding a principle of association between themselves in terms of their absent relation to the newer type of employer whom they probably never see, who lives in Geneva, Detroit or somewhere far away.
Within these two types of change, there has been an associated change in collective bargaining patterns. We have seen a shift away from industrywide agreements to local arrangements, to shopfloor bargaining. This reflects not only the variations in profitability between different units within a company or industry but also the greater articulateness and better education of working people, their higher intelligence and greater capacity to 'do it themselves'; on the one hand this results in a greater willingness of working people to engage themselves in decision-making, and on the other it reflects their greater criticism of authority, of their employer, of the government and increasingly of their own unions.
The unions themselves, as organizations, are having to grapple with all these types of conflictconflicts arising from technological change, changes in the structure of industry, and from the growing range of choice which is open to individual members and groups of members.
Collective Bargaining
Unions institutionalize conffict. They are the means by which work people bring their wishes and aspirations to bear on a situation. At the same time, unions provide the means of resolving conflict and of ensuring that conflict does not escalate into what has been called open warfare. The main means by which we seek to do this is by collective bargaining. I emphasize that the purpose of collective bargaining is to resolve conflict.
Collective bargaining must have four main characteristics: compromise, flexibility, acceptability and instability. I shall now deal briefly with these before looking at some of the main problem areas that we have to deal with.
(1) Bargaining involves compromise. This fact implies that the judgment of workers, of employers, and of owners or managers in industry are equally valid. It implies that work people have a right to participate in decision making and that the limits of that right are not necessarily fixed but are extending very broadly. More of that later.
(2) Bargaining requires flexibility. Because of the nature of technical change, decisions have to be made every day, every moment of the day, in factories and other places of work. This means that work people are involved in situations where the need for change, and therefore the need for corresponding adjustments in wages, conditions and so on, continually poses strains on the institutional framework of collective bargaining and requires much greater flexibility from that bargaining. One can see the consequences of trying to establish rigid constraints in the situation that arose with phases 2 and 3 of the pay freeze. I am not arguing whether these constraints were right or wrong but showing that they have imposed limits on the extent to which bargaining can take place in order to make even marginal, peripheral adjustments in wages and working conditions.
(3) Bargaining must be acceptable. In the last resort, of course, people have the right to say yes or no to the outcome of a bargain. Trade unions and work people have the right to say 'I will not work for these wages. I will not work in these conditions'. From this stems the ultimate sanction of the strike and lock-out. It is an assertion of the right not to work. While acknowledging the importance of work for the individual I would like to emphasize, too, the right not to work, certainly accepting the right to take the consequences of not working. One of the main objections to imposing limitations on the right to strike is that it does not acknowledge the fact that the right not to work is as valid as the right to work. There is no inherent requirement in our social structure for individuals to work whether or not they wish to. (4) The fourth characteristic of collective bargaining is that, given the fact of technological change, its results are unstable. Therefore we need some orderly means for reaching agreement between employers and workers and we need orderly arrangements for modifying those agreements in the light ofchange.
Issuesfor Examination
There are four issues I want to commend to you for examination. First we need to review the subjects covered by collective bargaining. Bar- gaining as such is an affront to the concept of arbitrary or unilateral decision, an affront to managerial rights. We have largely won the right to joint regulation of pay and hours ofwork. Now other things are becoming important in the bargaining package, and we shall see these develop. Pensions, sick pay, hours of work, and joint control of safety requirements, of training arrangements, and consultation and control of promotion are all subjects in which interest will increase in the next ten years.
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The whole range of security issues is gradually becoming recognized by managements as an area which is suitable for joint regulation. It stands at the moment on the frontiers between managerial prerogative and joint regulation, but these frontiers are rapidly being eroded, with the acceptance by management of what are called status quo provisions, in which situations are frozen before changes are made, and in which changes are not made before discussion with the unions.
I am sure that we shall see bargaining continually widened to include such items as recruitment, promotion, and retirement and redundancy policies.
Second, we must rethink our way through the problem of the levels of collective bargaining: what can you best do and at what level? There are at least three levelsthe plant, the multi-plant company, and the industry as a whole through employers' associations. I believe there is also a fourth level of bargaining, between government, the Trades Union Congress and the Confederation of British Industry. Although discussions at this fourth level are particularly difficult, it is now recognized by government and the two sides of industry, that negotiation is possible and not a constitutional affront, as some parliamentarians would have us believe.
The issues here are how we can identify the best place to bargain about different issues and how we can bring together the advantages of plant bargaining, in which people are directly involved, without at the same time losing the advantage of industry-wide agreement for the provision of minimum standards throughout the industry as a whole. The second issue for us to consider is the problem of the training of management personnel and trade union officials, full-time officers and shop stewards, conveners, and so on, so that they may effectively bargain at the various levels, and the associated problems of servicing them and ensuring that the material and techniques that they need are available to them.
The third area which requires attention is inter-union relations, which is in a sense another way of describing the relativities and differentials problem. The characteristic of the trade union movement is not invariably that of homogeneity. We bandy about such phrases as 'the trade union movement', 'the solidarity of the working class', but in fact the characteristic is often argument between different groups within the trade union movement. It is not homogeneity but heterogeneity. The answer to this problem lies partly in promoting closer working between unions, either in the form of joint working arrangements or of mergers and amalgamations (which these days are proceeding apace) and partly in the development of agreed procedures for dealing with inter-union as well as other disputes inside industry.
The fourth area I commend to you for examination is the role of the State in collective bargaining. What should be the nature of the legal framework for industrial relations and, indeed, for trade union activity? We have never questioned that there should be such a legal framework which recognizes that the law itself must rest on consent and cannot be imposed on large groups of people who are convinced that the law as written is unfair and discriminates unfairly against them.
Certainly the 1971 Industrial Relations Act is not the answer. The incomes legislation of April 1973 is in our view far too rigid to secure the results which government wants. The way forward, we believe, lies in agreement between government and the two sides of industry on the nature of the constraints which can reasonably be imposed on the collective bargaining process, supported by services provided by government in such fields as inquiries, arbitration and conciliation and in the use by government of its position and powers to generalize good practices, whether relating to safety or pensions or the treatment by trade unions of their members. I believe conflict is inherent in the social and industrial situation. Strikes are only the tip of the iceberg in this situation, and relatively unimportant compared with days lost from work through other causes. Legislation misses the real need, which is to analyse the nature of the industrial process and of the industrial situation, to draw out the industrial relations implications and to accept that ultimately bargaining between employers and trade unions is the only way of resolving the sort of conflicts that we are faced with. The terms of reference are broad. In my view conflict in industry is unavoidable if only because the objectives of management and the objectives of employees must at some point differ or be mutually incompatible. Management may have a view about the rate of profitability and the rate of return it should receive on its assets, or some
